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The Sacramento River forms the eastern border of Yolo County, and a signif’~.,ant portion of our
jurisdiction lies within the legal boundaries of the Delta, As such, the Board of Supervisors is deeply
committed to the well.being of the Bay-Delta region and its tributaries. In concept, the County
~u.pports the 0oal~ of the CalFed program to improv~ ecosystem he.~lth, ~eo.=re wafer supplies,
provide wa~er quality, and protect Delta facilities. However, we cannot support the Bay-Delta Plan
in it= present form. The following comments detail our concerns,

AGRIGULTURE

"To #he extert ptacO’cabfe, maintain the produdiv~ and ~exibilit~ of California’s agricultural resources (EIS/EIR,
p.

tn a nurnbor of sections throughout the EI,9/IEIR, CalFm:I repecrtcdly a~sumc~ thet the ~ousends of
a~f~t n~ to p~vi~ environmental b~efits and addi~onal ~er for ~outhem ~ti~mia ~il
primarily ~me ~m agri~l~u~. Water t~nsfers a~ e~ted [o ~use land fall~ng and
~~nt ~v~ion ~ ~ltuml I~d to other uses (EIS/EIR, p. 8.1-28), The in~sed cost of
~er (e.g., ma~at~ e~en~ measures, shi~s from su~a~ ~ter to gmund~ter p~ping, and
n~ f~s) may al~ result in mdu~ions in agd~ltuml pmdu~on (EI~/EIR, p. 8.1-27). ~e radi~t
d~ns~ng of agfl~u~ in the Delta appea~ pa~icularly ~nvenient, given the eno~s dsmand
a~ted by ~lFed for n~ habitat land in this region. Ce~ainly, acquisition ~st~ will be greatly
~uc~ if ~e land ~s no Io~er agriculturally productive due to a ~ck of water,

A~i~ to ~e EISIEIR, be~een 26,~0 and 34,000 acres of farmland in ~� Sacramento Valley
~u~ be aff~ by ~e ~y-~a Program. Another 132,~0 to 200,000 a~es ~11 ~ impa=ed in
¯ e ~a. ~e va= majo~ ~is area ~11 ~ Nine ~mla~ (EI~EIR, p. 5-7), Up to 82,000 acres
m~y h~ n~d~d fnr ~tnrsge ~nd ~nvey~nce f~ilifi~ An ~dd~i~l ~55,~0 to 380,000 ~ of
fa~and in ~e ~a ~d ~a~mento V=I~ ~!i ~ ~p~ative~ managed for the ~enefit of ~ldlife
(~I~EIR, p. ~8). Thou~and~ of acre~ ~11 be ~em~ta~ty dittu~ed a~ ¯ result of eonst~=~ion
proje~s (EI~EIR, p, ~7),
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As stat~ earJier, CALFED has included programs to =cooperatively manage¯ between 355,00C and
380,000 acres of agricultural land to enhancewildlife benefits. Proposed management practices
include the following:

¯ Increase the area of flooded corn fields and pastures in the l~elta to provide high-quality
foraging habitat for migrating waterfowl and associated wildlife. Create permanent or
semipermanent ponds on farms in the ~eltm to provide n~..~ting h~bifat for waterfowl and
associated benefils for other species such as the red-legged frog, tiger salamander, giant
gart~ intake, and western pond turf.le (Ecosystem Restoration Program Plan, p, 55-56).
Manage habitats occupied by red-legged frogs to avoid or minimize detrimenta( agricultural
prad.ices su#n a~ di~dng, mowing, burning, and appli~tion of hcrbicid¢.~ and
(Ecosystem Restoration Program Plan, p.

¯ Increase the aoreag~ farmed for crops that provide suitable nesting habitat and forage to
support waterfowl and othe~ ground-nesting species in the Delia. Del’er fall tillage on corn
field.~ ira th~ D~lt= to ir~=a~ th~ forage for wintering waterfowl, wintering sandhlll cranes,
and associated wildlife. Reimburse farmers for leaving a portion of their corn and wheat
crops In each field unharvested as forage for waterfowl, sandhili cranes, and other wildlife
on 8,000 acres in the Delta (Ecosystem Restoration Pr(~gram Plan, p. 55).

o Reduce the discharge of herbicides, pesticides, fumigants, and other agents toxic to fish and
wild~e in the Delta by changing land management practices and chemical uses on 50,000
acres of lands that drain untreated into Delta channels and sloughs (Ecosystem Restoration
Program Plan, p. 62). Provide financial assistance for water management practices and
cropping patterns to reduce agricultural drainage discharges from Delta islands. Reduce
pathogen loads entering the Delta by controlling discharges from confined animal facilities
or rangeland.~ (W~t~.r Q[~lify Ptnor~m, pp 2~-;~4) R~dur~. the use of herbicides,
inse~Jddes, and other toxic substances that inadvertently drift from nearby agricultural land
into habitat areas oe.cupied by the Valley Elderben’y Longhorn Beetle (Ecosystem Restoration
Program Plan, p. 75).

The EIS/EIR concludes that these management practices will not have a significant impact on
agriculture (!5181EIR, p. 5-0), The County ~trongly disagrees with this assessment, Although these
lands will not be permanently converted to nonagricultural uses, the propo=ed management practices
will resutt in reduced crop yields, wl’~ioh will de~rease e¢oriolili; mul~.iplbf eff~ts t’oi Ltl~ Io~l
economy. Furthermore, the EIS/EIR does not include any "safe harbor" or equivalent provisions to
protect farmers from the Impacts of establishing hal~ftat for mlgratot’y waterfowl andt’or listed species
on their property. By accommodating rare and endangered species, farmers will be subject to
;nctea~ngly restrictive regulations treat may result in the prohibition of significant agricultural activity.

Yolo County supports efforts to integrate agdc~=lf.ure with wildlife habitat, and has many fine
examples of programs that have successfully satisfied both. However, the County does not support
the scale and intensity of the programs being proposed by CalFed.

As evidence~t by the above discussions, CalFed exhi~s a profound antipathy toward agriculture that
Yolo County finds deeply disturbing. The E!$1EIR cites concerns that the Water Use Effi:iencv’
Program does not include strong provisions to mandate agricultural land conversion as a means of
delaying the need for new storage facilitbs (Phase II Interim Report, p. 56). Moreover, the EIS/EIR
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notes that a significant amount of fallowing has occurred in .the past without ~ny mitigation for
socioeconomic impacts and wonders whether mitigation would be required for fallowing that did not
exceed historic fallowing levels (Water Use Efficiency Program, p. B.8). Such an attempt to avoid
responsibility for the adverse impacts to fanning ir~tended by CalFed is deplorable. The Bay-Delta
Plan will cause widespread damage to agricultural communities in the Delta and Sacramento Valley
that must be honestly acknowledged and fully mitigated,

REGIONAL ECONOMY

"7"he ~npact on ~ fiscal integity d the dis~fct~ and on the economy of smMf agricultural communities aannot
be ignored (EI~_~IR, Ph¢f.~ II Interim ~¢port, p, 60)."

The I~I~’EIR �oncludes th=~t the widespread conversion of agricullural land would t~ave a
adverse impact on farm income, employment levels, and public finances in the Delta and
Sacramento Valley regions (I~lS!I~IR, p. 8. 1-30). The value of crops tal~en out or’ pro;tuctlon In the
Delta Region is estimated by the EIS/EtR to range between $58 and $184 million annually, with
nearly 9,600 jobs lost (3.6% of regional employment). Estimated crop Ices ~n the sacramento Valley
is between $13 and $34 million per year, with 650 to 3,300 jobs lost (EIS/EIR, pp. 8.6-12,

in particular, the EI$/EIR determines that farm worker job loss would represent a significant
unavoidable impact of the CatFed Program. The mo~t significant impact would be the concentrated
loss of jobs for farm workers who have limited skills (Ei$/EIR, p. 44). Per capita income for
displaced farmers and families may also de¢line. Farm managers may be required to travel farther
to their place of employment or move to other areas to gain employment. Dis~laced farm managers
and technicians may find work in other regions or other jobs related to agriculture (EtS/EIR, p. 41).

The EIS!EIR fails to point out that the local agricultural service industry provides goods to areas
outside of Yolo County and will be adversely affected by the regional economic disruption proposed
by CalFed. In addition, the Sacramento Valley currently suffers from unemployment rates as high
a= 12.5% in Yuba and 8utter Counties. The CalFed plan will lay off thou=ands more low-=killed
agricultural workers into an economy that cannot provide sufficient jobs for them at present.

into the work’force. The layoffs and loss of farm income projected in the EISIEIR will greatly increase
the demand for local wOrk prograr~ls, tllus straining our already limited financial resources.

Il~e P_:.ISI~IR proposes several strateg=es to re(~uce the economic consequences created by
CALFED Program, including the folbwing (EIS/EIR, p. 8.1-3g). Our comments on each strategy are
shown in italics:

¯ Continue the flow of proper~y tax revenues to the local counf~es;

AS was pointed out in ~e EtS/E/R, the current flow of property tax to the counties has been
adversel~ affected by ERAF funding, in addition, the CALFED pa~ci/~Ming agencies do not
have an effective role in the formulation of either the federal or State budget. Afhough this
measure i= c~i~! to offset the significant losses that will be incurred by local agencies
because of the Bay,DelVe Program, there i~ no certainty that it will be implemented. Finally,
mvcnu~ off~ot~ ,~hould not only indud~ dimo~ ~gtioultut~l impecf¢, but indirect impe~
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created by lo$~,es associated with the agricultural service industry.

Provide. oppodunities and other e~onomi¢, incentives for alternative ~ndu~tde~ to develop
(e.g,, re.cation, ~ich the EISIEIR proj~=s ~lt add $28 to ~0 minion ~r ~’ear in
revenues to the ~lta and from $3 to $28 million in revenues to the Sacramento Valley);

~m ~li~mie elderly ~m u~m~yment ~te~ well abo~ t~ ~ avenge, which
only ~ exa~at~ by the iayo~ an~ mductions in ~ income envisioned in the
~n. E~nomic ~op~ of the Delta and $acmmento Valley regions will be
es~ally when many i~1 agencies will aft ~ bi~ing for ~w i~u~tfies si~Itaneously and
cornering wfh milita~ bases that am still in the pm~ of convemion.

Pay fair ma~et value for a~ crops destroyed or taken out of p~duction on private or leased
lands a= a result of proj~t construction;

A~uisition should a[so in~ude ~ment fer future fas~ income. Existing ~l~nd ha~
potential to genemte revenue year a~er ye~5 which will ~ lost on~ it is con~
h=bit=L The ~nomic imp~$ of ag~¢ultu~/ e~nvemion will no~ ~ a onm~ event~ but
wil! ~n~n~ ~nd the I~ of t~ ~EB #~mm a~ a~uisi~on costs should mfle~ this

~ ¯ C~ate tax incentives for Iong-te~ ag~¢ultural zoning;

Ihe state has already implemente~ the Williamson Act, as well ~s recent progm~ to
e~um~ ~e e~bfish~nt of lo~-~ agficulfuml ¢onse~at~n easements. In addition,
~bbn 13 has msuited in signifi~nt tax b~aks for many farmem, who often ho~ onto
their land ~r deca~s. Addibbnal tax in~nf~es will not provide significant n~w ~otecfion
for ~maining land, nor will ff mi#gate the losses pmj~ed under this Pmgmm.

¯ Adopt a vade~ of ~ial assis~n~ ping,ms, i~luding: (1) ~mpensate Io~1 governments
for in~eas$~ dem~d for sewices resulting from labor displa~ment; (2) Compensate
~e~ displa~ by spe~fic transfers through su@ actbns as augm~ting un~pb~ent
insurance benefits; (3) Provide training and educational oppo~unities for u~emptoyed
individuals to reenter the ~Aforce, job ~ferral and placement sewices, and job training;
and (4) Implement~ ¢o~shad~ and other financial ~$sistance to reduce
sodaVemplo~ent im~es potential~ ~suiting f~m ~e ~st of t~ Water Use Ef~ciency and
Wutur Quality programs;

~hOug~ /a~aDle, we~m p~m~ am not an ad~uate mp/ace~nt ~r the $~iaf
end finanda/ ~ne~s of a vib~nt and established agdcultuml ~onomy. M~ovet, the
s~nifi;ant e~nomic im~ds c~at~ by the ~fF~ pmg~m will sign~cant/y im~de our
exisfi~ effo~s to help ~op/e leave welfare and mentor t~

~e EIS/EIR states ~hat the su~tangal ~nve~ion of agricultural land in the Delta Region could shift
~me pmdu~bn to deseff areas in ~em ~i~otnia, such as the Imperial Valley (EiS/EIR, p, 8.1-
~). It also ~ncludes that there may be an increase in ag~cultural acreage and economic Oro~h
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Jand in the ,San Joaquin Valley as a result of CALFED programs (EIS/EIR, p, I0-3), Increased water
deliveries will have the potential to enhance ~rowth, padicularly in urban areas of 8outhem
California, On the other hand, future grov~h in the Delta and Sacramento Valley is expected to be
i/ihiL~turJ by [hu ~rlvul~iur] offalmland ard inurua~u~ in th~ {:o~t of agri~ltural produGtion (P_IStEIR,
p. 0-2).

The EISIEIR states that overall economic impacts within the Sacramento Valley will not be
significant, since expected losses represent 1% of total revenues (EIS/EIR, pp. 8.6-13, &6-14), This
does not take into account the fact that the Sacramento metropolitan region represents a
disproportionately large share of the regional economy, in Yolo County, on lhe other hand,
approximately 7,5% of the labor force depends upon agriculture. Farm production and associated
activities account for about 19% of total gross revenues. A UO-Davis study of the effects Of the 1991
water banking program estimated that the transfer of 151o000 acre-feet from Yolo County reduced
farm income 5% and increased agricultural unemployment 4.7%, Rural areas in the Sacramento
V~ll~.y fh~f ~r~..~filt d~t~=.nd~nt upor~ 80rieulfur~, ~u~h ~ Yoia CA~Jnfy, will .~uff~r ,! ~uhstardia!
economic impact as a result of CALFED policies.

Based on the above analysis, the Bay-Delta Program will have profound and potentially dire
oonsequer~c, es for the future quality of life in Yolo County. The CALFED Program appears to be .~
vast transfer of wealth from Northern California to Southern California, which will be largely paid for
by those who will be least able to afford it. The programs anaty’zed in the 1"I,9ir’IR should be
extensively revised to eliminate the widespread inequities that are being proposed,

FEES AND COSTS

"Solutions will be irnplemenhab~e and maintainable wi~in the foreseeable resources of the Program and
stakeholders (EtS/EtR, Executive Summary, p. 5).~

Acco~ing to the EIS/EIR, a wide array of new fees could be levied to fund implementation of the
Day-Delta Plan, including:

¯ A fee on water diversions that en~’.ompn.~.~=..~ the. ~.ntir~. R~y.13~lta ,~ystem watershed. Such
a fee would cover not only contractors but also those who have an obligation to participate
financially in the Program for other reds=one (~rnplementation Strategy, p. 26);

¯ A fee paid by tooel property owners and water users to partially fund levee restoration and
maintenance (Implementation Strategy, p. 29);

¯ A fee paid to fund the Water Quality Program (implementation Strategy, p. 30);

o A fee on water transfers to cover the operation and administration c~sts of a central water
information clearinghouse (Water Use Efficiency Pru~ram, p. 7-1~),

¯ A new broad-based user fee (Phase II Interlm Report, p. 153); and

¯ Pees COllected from vtolators couKt be c~irectly deposited in a fund tO be usea Dy t~,e 8tare
Water Resources Control Board for employing staff to perform investigations requested by
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the Urban Coundi (Water Use Efficiency Program, p. 2-18).

In addition, new costs could be incurred. In 1996, Proposition 204 was approved, which provided
approximately $1 billion to I:~in carrying out the Bay-Delta Plan. The Governor has proposed new
state General Obligation Bonds in the amoun~ of’ $1.3 billion to fund a mix of CalF~d ~=~tion.% whk’.h
would need to be approved by the Legislature and State voters during 1998 (Phase Ii Interim Report,
pp. 152.153).

Residential customer co~ts to achieve water efficiency target goob a~e e~imated to mng~ from $300
to $600 per acre-foot annually, Since the average household uses ~pproximately one acre-foot
annually, customer bills may increase $25 to $50 per month per household.
imp~eme~ ~r Sacramento area domestic water supplies would add another $3,70 per person
annually to thu ubovu ~st~ (Water Use Efficiency P~gmm, p.

~1 agricultural water use~ ~th~n ~e ~lFed ~lution area ~tl be required to a~ieve an Bb ~r~nt
leve! of e~en~ and J~gation system distribution un~o~ity will in,ease to baleen ~ and g0
~nt (W=er Use E~n~ Prog~m, pp. 4-2, 4=3). Statewide fa~ i~gation efficiency cuwen~y
avenges 73 ~nt ~ater Use Effi~en~ Program, p. ~8). Both ~-fa~ and district spending are
necessa~ to obtain ~e antidpated levels of improvement, Generally, the cost to redu~ applied
wat~ ~r fa~er in the Sac~m~to River Region is estimated to ~nge from $40 to $~ per ~re-
foot annualS. Water supplier improvement costs in thb region can add ~5 to $8 per i~gated
per year to the ~st of improved efficien~ (51S/EIR, p. 8.1-37).

G~IF~d t~f~m to fhe principle of rational ~st a~tion, ~i~ m~ans that agendas ¢~n charge each
user at least as much as the ~st of Jnclusbn and no morn than the ~st of going ff alone
(Implementation Strategy, p. 21), Yolo Coun~ strongly disag~= with this punitive approach and
S~ng~ ~es ~at ~a~es ~ pmpo~ional to actual costs. After all, the EtS/EIR estimat~ annual
spending for l¢v¢o prot¢=ion, water quality, ~sysbm rcstomtion, and water us~ ~fficicn~ ~11
range from $130 to $165 mitbn annualS. Add~ional ~sts ~!1 be required for water transfers,
watersh¢~ management, and water supply and conwyan~ (Phas~ 11 !ntedm Repot, pp. 47~3).
Given ~e ~nge an~ cost of these proposes, the C~unty does ~t feel that the Bay-Delta Program
Is a~able f~r Io~1 stakeholders. This especially applies to agdcul:um, which Is exposed to pay
a vade~ of e~ensive fees to fund program adm~nistmtion. An equitable pdce structure is
to ensunng t~at t~e burdens are tardy shared by

WATER QUANTI~

"Qua#tamely, It can be seen ~at ~ese flow ta~t= ~st be met thmu~ e~tion~ m/eases ~om sto~e and
~v~ ~nal ~or~, ~e ta~ts witl be met les~ ~uen~v ~en ~h a~tio~t s~re~ (E/S~IR, D.

To ~in ~th, the EIStEIR e~imate~ that the total applied water mdu~ion for the Sacramento River
area u~er ~e B~-Delta Plan would ~ 520,~0 to 7~,~ a~f~t annually ~mter Use Efficien~
Program, p. 4-~). It should be noted that the ~amento River (~ncluding the Yolo Bypass)
¢ontdb~es about 77 to 85% of all fres~m~r flow~ tm th~ ~lt~ (Fi~tFIR, p 6 1-16) The ~timated
total appli~ water redu~ion for the Delta ar~ w~uld be 100,000 to 150,000 a~e-feet pet year
~ater Use Effi~en~ Program, p, 4-~), On average, about t0% of the Delta inflow is withd~wn
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for local use, 30% is withdrawn for export by the CVP and SWP, 20% is needed for salinity control.
and the remaining 40% is Delta surplus, the outflow in excess of minimum identified requirements
(EIS/EIR, p. 6.1-16). The EIS/EIR assumes that at least 600,000 acre4eet per year of transfer water
could be exported from the Delta dudng cdticafly dry years, regardless of the alternative chosen
(Phase il Interim Report, p. 107}. This is toffee:tied in FI~F1R ~..~fim~te.~ whi¢.h project that urban use
wilt increase from 11 to 15% of all water in California during average water years, over the next 25-
years, while agricultural use decrease= from 43 to 3g%. C.~,LFED a$~=ume~ that this change will
primarily result from anticipated declines in the amount of in’igated acreage (E!SIEIR, p, 6.1-21),

CALFED also assumes that since residential use dominates urban water demand, conservation
programs will foo,~s on homes, Water audits, ultra-low flow toilets, low-flow showe=l~eads, self-
closing faucets, horizontal axis clothes washers, landscape audit=, improved landscape in’igation
~y~f.~ms, af~d xerb~ping would be implemented to achieve the levels ol’ conservation anticipated
under the CalFed alternatives (Water Use Efficiency Program, p, 5-5t). The EI$iEIR states that
voluntary water use efficiency measures are virtually impossible to ensure (,Implementation Strategy,
p. 5), so we must assume that these measures will be regulatory in nature. Regardless, the Bay-
Delta Ran assumes that residential use in the Sacramento Valley wilf decrease 25% I~etween now
and 2020 for a total reduction of 235,000 to 255,000 acre.feet annually (Water Use Efficiency
Program, p. 5-27).

The Yolo Bypass carries five-sixths of the volume of the Sacramento River at peak flo~flows
(EI$!EtR, p. ~.4-8), including 100% of any flows greater than 55,000 cfs, as measured at Verona
(EIS/EtR, p. 6.1-123). General estimates are that levees along the Bypass currently provide about
65-year flood protection. The EI~IEEIR notes that removing diversion stnJctures and other
obstructions to flow in the Sacramento River tributaries could increase flooding downstream
(EI..~/EI~, p. 8.4-23). On the other hand, CalFed al~o propot, e~ ~o reduce the impediment to flows
caused by the railroad causeway paralleling Interstate 80 and to remove levees along the lower
~,~cramonto 8hip Channel, which wilt pos.’~ibly increase the flood beadng ~a~ee, lty of the Yolo Bypass
(Ecosystem Resto~tion Program Plan, p. 27), Ar~ s(~lution approved under the Bay-Delta Plan must
ensure that the flood capacity of the Yolo Bypass is not dimiNshed from its current, volume.
Moreover, proposals to improve the existing levee system and increase flood capacity within the Yolo
Bypass would reGeSve strong support from Yoto County,

According to tim I::IS/I::!H, @vetted environmental use is a very small percentage of applied water,
but overall environmental water use (including instream flows) is equivalent to agriculture 0Nater Use
Efficiency Program, p. 3-1). CalFed estimates that 46% of water ~uring average water years in
California goes to environmental purposes, compared with 43% for farmland (EISIEIR, p. 6.1-21),
CalFed s~,ates that they will propose mechanisms that assure the efficient use of water on refuges,
wildlife areas, and managed wetlands (Program Alternatives, p. 18). Spedal attention should be
paid to the significant increase in evaporative losses expected to result from wetland expansion
(EISlEIR, p. 6.1-13). Given the extensive sacrifices that agtioulture is being asked to make in tile
Bay-Delta Plan, Yolo County believes that it is critical to ensure that habitat areas are being properly
managed to make efficient use of scarce water resources.

The development o~ new storage facilities is imperative to provide the water required to implement
the Bay-Delta Plan. WE CANNOT POSSIBLY SUPPORT ANY CALFED PLAN THAT DOES NOT
INCLUD~ A ~TORAGE COMPONENT. The EIS/EIR c~tes the potential !ocs of farmland =satiated
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with ths construction of new storage facilities, but acknowledges that they are far less than those
that will be required to carry out the Ecosystem Restoration Program Plan (Phase Ii Interim Report,
p. 108). Similarly, the costs of developing such facilities may be expensive, but so will the economic
damag~ wrought by CalFed on No~em California. Delta and Sacramento Valley agriculture must
not be expected to shoulder the entire burden of providing water for environmental restor~finn.
Joaquin farmland, and Southern California development.

WATER TRANSFERS

"The program must irnp/ement effective n~easures to protect rural economies and lifestyles from unintended
~an~rer kn#~, protect groundwater resources from transfer irnp~cf~, and facilitate and encourage instream
flow transfers. This may be difficult but will be essential (Phase tl Interim Report, p.

The EI~EIR identit]es several potentially significant adverse impacts associated with water transfers
in the area of odgin. Impacts include the folbwing: (1) a reduction in agdcuttural acreage due to crop
fallowing; (2) a reduction in agricultur!! acreage due to increased costs resulting from direct
groundwater or groundwater replacement transfers; (3) changes in land use that could be
inconsistent with local agricultural objectives; and (4) a reduction in habitat acreage (EIS/EIR, p. 8.1-
28). Potential 10enefits, such as increased employment, crop revenues, and farm worker income
levels, would ~e.~ur in r#.obn.~ receiving the transferred water (EIg/F__IR, p. 8.1-7).

The EIS/EIR propo,~e~ a number of mitigation measures to reduce third party impo, cts of water
transfers including: limits on the number of acres that can be fallowed; a tax on transfers to
compensate thc ideal area for in,eased addle! service costs incurred by local governments; a
mitigation fund f~r compensating losses or to pay for retraining farm workers, to be administered by
local governments; and limits on the amount of water that ca=-= Ioe transferred from a giver=
(Water Use Efficiency Program, p. 7-13). Yolo County supports the idea of a weli-rogu[ated water
transfer market wil.hir’~ 1.1’~ a~u uf udgb, i~=v~vir~g willing s~!iers and buyers. We would vigorously
oppose any attempts to pressure water dghts holders to consent to user-initia~ed transfers or
widespread tallOwing as the primary source of water for the Bay-Delta Plan.

WATER QUALITY

"At b~e programmatic level of data!!, the identified actions constitute a comrnifmenf to improving water quality.
/n m~y ea~e~, this eornrnitm~nt cannot be fulfilled unt~ addib’ena/ ~tudy, evaluation, feasibility determine’on,
and pilot scale implementations are accomplished (Water Quality Program, p. 3)."

The EiS/EIR states that groundwater quality in southern Yolo County could be adversely affected
by projected increase~ in groundwater extt~cf.ion, a~ --,urfaoe water becomes less m, ailablo and morn
expen~ve. Groundwater containing high concentrations of boron may be drawn toward groundwater
pumping centers in the area. The EI6/EIR considers this a p~:tentially =ignific..ant bLtt mitigatable
impact (EIS/EIR, p. 6.2-18). This is especially ironic, given that water quality in our area of the stale
would be worsened under CalFed’s plan, in o~’de~’ 1.o improve water quailS)’ i~l th~ D~I~.u, Put~r~tiul
mifJgati0n measures include: reducing or prohibiting groundwater pumping; treating water at the well
head; diluting contaminants with hlgl~er qualtty water; and ~d!ling new wells to prevent concentrated
drawdown in one area (EIS/EIR, p. 62-29). The first mitigation measure would result in additional
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farmland fallowing and/or conversion, while the latter three all involve significant new costs for water
users with no proposal for reimbursement. Consequently, we urge that new m~tigation measures
be developed, that emphasize liming water transfers in areas susceptible to overpumping to prevent
these adverse impacts to groundwater from occurring.

The EIS/EIR also concludes that proposed reductions in the numbers of domestic animals and
livestoe..k using ripadan area~ will redue, e the direct release of animal fecal ma|ter into strew, ms and
the discharge of runoff contaminated with fecal matter (EIS/EIR, p. 6.1-64)o However, more than a
hundred thousand acres in the Delta would be converted to wetlands and habitat areas under the
Bay-Delta Plan which wi!! spur the growth of waterfowl and other species in the region. As such, it
appears that any reductions of fecal ma!;tet a~sociated with res~riction~ on livestock may be offset
by increases in animal fecal matter generated by expanding wildlife populations.

Yolo County has concerns aleut mercury, as it is currently discussed in the EISIEIR. FirSt, CalFed
states that historic abar~oned mercury mining operations continue to be a major source Of mercury
for several local watersheds. Berryessa Lake, Cache Creek, Clear Lake, Sacramento River, and
Harley Gulcll are al! currently lasted as impaired water bodies under ~ection 303~d) of the Glean
WaterAc~ due to mercury contamination (Water Quality Program, pp. 31-32). CalFed calls for the
development of applied research programs to determine mercury sources, treatment methods, and
potential impacts ~,fater Quality Program, pp. 51-52). Pilot scale projects would be created to
decide the feasibil~y of empbying source c~ntrol methods and trea~ent Of mine drainage at inactive
and abandoned mine sites (Water Quality Pro0ram. 13). Atthough the sources of atep. mercury
located outside of Yolo County, we are concerned about remediation efforts to reduce the levels of
mercury being transported through oLlr vcat~.rway.~ and the. ~’,nntinuing
local wildlife.

Our second issue related to rnercut~ concerns dredging. In years past, levees were often repaired
and enhanced with materials dredged from the adjoining channel. The Ecosystem Resto~tion
Program Plan recommends using other sources of matedal for levee maintenance, including
~ediment deposits at the Cache Creek settling basin and Yolo Bypass (F_.cosystem Restoration
Program Plan, p. 59). Sediment deposits at the settling basin and bypass may contain amounts of

found in some riparian environments. Yolo County urges that testing of all such soils for mercury
content be ¢omplete~ prior to their use in levee construction am1 that measures be a0opted to
ensure their appropriate use.

One of the CalFed operating principles is the prevention of significant redirected impacts, According
to the Bay-Delta Plan, "Solutions will not solve problems in the Bay-Delta system by redirecting
significant negative impacts, when viewed in their entirety, within the Bay-Delta or to other regions
of California (Executive Summary, p. 5)" The EISIEIR states that improved conveyance to south
Delta export pumps will improve water quality for these diversions but may decrease quality for in-
Delta diversions (Phase li Interim Report, p. 50). This appears to be a significant negative impa~t
being redirected from Southern California, where the export water will be received, to the Delta
region, Such an impact would be directly caused by GafFed actions. Alternatives that result in
improvement of exports at the ~.~p~.n.~e nf 13~.Ita wm~r q=tality .~hould be eifher eliminated or
redesigned and this issue should be closely examined in the revised Draft EIS/E1R.
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ENVIRONMENT

"We have much work to do in re~ing fhi,¢ wltJrn# and dudn0 f~ rg~n~m~nf ~,~ w~ ~d ~ make
# mfl~s ~e ~ a~ ~im~ of ~e pa~dpating ~gencies a~ our u~n, ag~t~l, and envi~nmental
s~kehol~rs as well as affe~ ten~wner~ ~ int~.~t~d individu~L~ (~wlnplng ~ .~af~gie Plan ~r
E~sy~em Re,craYon, p,

A major ~n~rn of Yolo ~un~ is the ~nsidera~on by CalFed of Ca~e Creek and the Sacr~ento
~ver for eligibili~ as dyer ~toeion and depos~tbn zones, or "meander belts.’ Meander be~ts would
provide areas ~em natural erosion and sedimentation processes ~n o~r unimped~ (w~thin
reaso~ble limit~) to ~u~t=in ~ diwmi~ of wildlife habitats. ~n ~=s¢ meander belt zones,
agd~l~l p~u~n ~u[d ~ntinue, as long as ~ was compatible with the flooding and sediment
~n=~ ~at ~u[d o~ur. Omha~ ~e~ ~uld ~ ~mpen~ted ~r the loss of fruit and nut
~used ~ natural bank erosion, or their pmpe~ could be pur~ased for dyer consewation areas
(E~sys~ern Re,brutish P=ugrarn Plan, p, 32).

The meander belt concept is inconsistent with the aciopted goals and policies of the Cacl~e creek
Area Plan, which emphasizes a balance between agriculture and stream processes, instead of
sacrificing the former for the latter. Most of the prope~y adjoining Cache Creek is prime agricultural
land that is among 1he most productive soils in this region, Establishing a meander belt could result
in the loss of hundreds of acres of farmland and could threaten several gravel mining operations
locate~l in off-channel area= abng the creek. Vast amounts of valuable agricultural lard also border
the Sacramento River, as do the towns of Knights Landing and Ctarksburg, and the City of West
Sacramento. A meander zone along the Sacramento River would have potentially significant
consequences aS well.

With regards to sediment, the Bay-Delta Plan appears to be confused over whether erosion is
environmentally beneficial or detrimental. On the one hand, CalFed considers river-transported
sediments to be "an essential com~nent of the physical structure and nutrient base of the Bay-l}elta
ecosystem end its dverain and tidal arteries (Ecosystem Restoration Program Plan, p, 42)."
Elsewhere in the plan, however, sediment discharge and erosion are considered nonpoint-sources
ui" p~llulJun that ,uquiru ~hu aduption uf nuw mandatory purformanc~ standards and regulations for
landowners (E~system Restoration Program Plan, p. 155). The County asks that CalFed clarify this
issue and explain why sediments from streambank erosion are considered healthy, while sec!~ments
from agricultural drainage are considered contaminants.

A second issue which we strongly oppose is the Ecosystem Restoration Program Plan s~atement
that the greatest needs in the Yolo B~sin area are to restore natural streamflow regime and to create
connectivity from Cache and Putah Creeks, and ’,he Colusa Drain, to the Yolo Bypass (p. 318).
CalFu,,d considers these actions necessan/to improve the habitat potentizl fo~ salmon ~nd steelhead
in the tributaries. Although Yoto County supports expanding wildlife habitat and is working toward
the restoration of our ripadan corridors, we strongly disagree with the CaIFed objective of
encouraging anadr~mous species in Cache Creek, The creek has never had a direct connection to
the Sacramento River and the Bay-Delta region. Historically, it ended in a vast marshland of tubs
that hord~.r#.d th~ riv~.r. Only during extremely hi0h flood events was there a direct path from the
river to the creek, and it was only dudng these rare occurrences that salmon and steelhead found
their way into the tributary. The ERPP should be revised to delete those policies that call for the
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establishment of anadromous species in Cache Creek.

Another concern is the proposal to permanently convert entire island tracts (Little Holland, Liberty,
and Prospect) at the south end of the Yolo Bypass to tidal wetland/slough complexes. ]he
Ecosystem Restoration Program Plan also ~’~lls for the constn.~ction of setback levees along Elk
Slough, which tuns from Clark=burg down to Sutter Island (Ecosystem Restoration Program Plan,
p. 49.). These proposals will result in the substantial conversion of farmland in southern Yolo County
and will weaken the area’s agricultural heritage.

On a more positive note, the Plan proposes to improve management of 1,000 acres of existing
se.,a~onal wetland habitat in the Yoio Bypass, and to r~store an additional 2.000 acres of seasonal
habitat in association with the Yolo Basin Wildlife Area, Restoration of 1,000 a=res of nontidal
freshwater marsh In the Yolo Bypass is also proposed (Ecosystem Restoration Program Plan, pp.
50.51), The Yolo Basin Foundation is a fine example of the many commitments to environmental
restoration that are being implemented at the local level and should be considered for future CalFed
funding.

Finally, it should be noted that the Cache Creek Watershed Project and the Yolo County Habitat
Management Program are both descril~d as funded project~ that are do=ely aligned with the CalFed
mission (Coordinated Watershed Management, p. A-12). Yolo County is not aware of any
organization or program known as the "Cache Creek Watershed Project." If the Plan is referring to
the Cache Creek Conservancy, Cache Creek Stakeholders Group, or the Cache Creek Resources
Management Plan, their inclusion is a mistake and should be deleted. None of these groups have
received any funding from CalFed, nor have they endorsed the Bay-Delta Plan or it~ objectives,.
Similarly, the Habitat Conservation Plan has not yet been adopted by either Yolo County or any of
the ¢,it~e~ theteln end ~hould not be referenced by C~lFedo

Yolo County question= whether the ~¢,osystem Restoration Program Plan has gone too far in
ambitious effort to alter vast regions of the California landscape. In referring to the Plan, CalFed
slates. "tn later yea~s, the ~agu~ituUe or the ar~r~uul iv~=plemer~tatior~ progrum may b~ ~.-or~truir=ed by
the annual availability of funding (Developing a Strategic Plan, p. 14).’ The Ecosystem Restoration
Program Plan Is ~ounde~l upon t~e concept of a~aptive mar~agement which will require constant and
extensive rnonitodng effo~, to ensure that actions taken are having their intended consequence and
to provide strategies for alternative methods when actions fail. If long-term projections anticipate
insufficient funding in future years to carry out the challenging plans under consideration, then a
sedeus reevaluation is needed to
guarante~ that the visions currently being contemplated have not greatly’ exceeded the available
resources,

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

"/’he almost unanimous opinion expressed at BDAC Assurances Work Group mee~’ngs is ~at ~takeholders
would like to weigh in on dedeiona end advi~e egen~ in ~ meaningful .~nd tim¢ty monnor throughout
implementation (Implementation ~trategy, p. g)."

The County has identified a vadety of p~oposals described in the EI$/EI~ for new government
agenci~ and/or implern~nting r~gulations n~cessary to can7 out the Bay-Delta Program, The
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regulatory environment is already bewildering for many local agencies, companies, and private
citizens. Rather than streamlining the existing array of laws and bureaucracies, CalFed appears to
increase the problem, as described below:

¯ CALFED pmjec..ts that new institutional or governmental entities wil! be needed to: implement
the Watershed Management Program (Coordinated Watershed Management, p. 7); manage
the E~:~osy~tem Re~tor~tlon Program (Deve!opin9 a StraLegi¢ Plan, p. 6); ¢ootdJ~late levee,
water quality, and ecosystem restoration efforts (Phase !1 Interim Report; p. 46); provide a
clearinghouse bt information on proposed water transfers, ~nd prot~-"t groundwater
resources (Water Use Efficiency Program, p. 7-17). Options for such entities include
appointing CALFED agencies to ~rry out individual programs; Iorrning Joi=~t Powe=’s
Authorities; creating Interagency Steering Committees with participation by local government
and stakeholders; and establishing new agencies.

¯ ‘separate from the above entities, the 5cosystem Science Program is envisioned to be a
long-term program that will provide technical and scientific information for Bay~Delta
restoration activities. The ESP will rely upon three groups to fully addresses the complex
scientific issues: a Core Team of scientists, the Standing Science Body, and the independent
Scientific Review Panel. This three-tiered ecosystem science program will provide a conduit
for multiple levels of scientific input to develop, implement, and assess CalFed ecosystem
restoration activities (Developing a Strategic Plan, pp. 6-10).

Legistative and regulatory requirements would automati~l~y be triggered if an acceptable
majority of ~gricultural water ~uppliett have not prepared, adopted, received Council
endorsement, and begun implementation of their agricultural water management plans by
January 1, 1000 (Water Use Efficiency Program, p. 2-13).

¯ The prevention of significant groundwater declines may require the regulation of groundwater
withdrawals. Regulation would be particularly impertant in upper watershed areas where the
owmsu of groundwater in fra~’tured rock aquifers could require increased regulation of new
and existing domestic wells and septic systems, ~leveiopment of alternative water supplies,
monitoring an(/testing, and limitations on new septic tank systems. ,similarly, areas where
overpumping could draw contaminated or naturally poor quality groundwater into a region of
high quality gr~unclwater may require the r~uction or discontinuance of existing pumping
(EIS/EIR, p, 6.2-29). $~ne areas may experience an increased reliance on groundwater
resources in response b water transfers and would require regulation to ensure that
withdrawal rates remain at levels below those which cause subsidence (EIR/EI$, p. 6.3-24).
Groundwater adjudication may be appropriate to determine maximum withdrawal rates
(Water Use Efficiency Program, p. 7-10).

In addition to groundwater regulation, CalFed agencies are also considering a policy ~.o
require water suppliers to measure the volume of surface water delivered to each customer
(W~ter t.J~e Eff!ci#..nt~y Program, p

An addffJcn=l concern f~cuses on = proposal in the Ecosystem Restoration Program Plan, w’nich is
considering the creation of two or mo~ sets of environmental standards, depending on the intended
purpose and audience. The EI~/EIR states that because the slandards will have varying degrees
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of complexity and will be used by a range of different people (e.g., the public, management, and
technical experts), there may need to be separate sets of criteria. For example, one set of standards
used for the public may consist of just a few general measures of ecological health that would be
easily understood by the general reader. A second set of standards may be used by the scientific
e.nmmunity, which wc~uid h~. m~ ~..~f#.ri~ ~nd r~.quir~ ~ |~.e.hni~l h~t~kOmund fn =md~.rstnnd
(Developing a Strategic Plan, p. t2). This is not only a patronizing and elitist approach, but
establishes a dangerous precedent for creating underground regulations designed to discourage
public involvement and prevent an a~rate assessment of CaiFed’s effectiveness in meeting stated
goals.

The E;IG/EIR states that the Long-Term Levee Protection Plan would need to streamline and
consolidate the planning, regulatory, and pen’nitting processes which affect the levee system
(Prugram Goals and Obj~ives, p. 9). Yolo County supports the integration of federal, state, and
local permitting processes as a means to reduce unnecessary burdens for local landowners and
strongly urge$ CalFed to expand this approach to riparian areas as well. Erosion control, flood
management, and habitat restoration projects are often hampered by the complexity and occasional
conflict= of the existing regulatory system and would greatly benefit from the reduced costs and
construction time possible under a streamlined process. Such an approach is being successfully
implemented under the Cache Creek Resources Management Plan and could ~e adapted for use
statewide,

The myriad of proposed new institutions and re0ulations proposed in the Bay-Delta Program have
the potential to significantly dilute local control ~nd stakeholder participatbn. CALFED is solely
comprise! of ttate and fed=.~l agencies. It dolt not include any public membert, nor are there any
city or county representatives. This is a gdevous deficiency in the governing structure of this
Program, which has been carried forward into the formulation of the Bay-Delta Plan. Instead of a
grassroots approach, the Bay-Delta Plan has chosen to pursue the creation of several ttew
bumaum’atb leycm that will further rcmow landowners and local ~bctcd officials from th~ d¢cbion
making process. CalFed has come under general criticism for t~e volume and rapidity of the
environmental ¢eview process, which has made meani~g’/ul public participatbn e~remely difficuft.
Instead of being an exception, it appea~s that the EIS/EIR process is a harbinger of things to come.

"The fundamenta! philosophy is that co~ts will be paid by the beneficiaries of the e~ons, as opposed to
seeking payments from ~,ose who, over ~’rne, were responsible for causing problems being experienced in the
B~y-Oe~ta ~¥stern (Irnplementation $O’ateg¥, p.

In the discussion regarding assurances for the Bay-Delta Plan, the Local Economy and the
Environment are treated as o~e issue/conce~ (implementation Strategy, pp. 3-4), when they are two
very different policy areas. Yolo County strongly believes that the best solutions are those that
promote business growth, while protecting valuable natural resources. However, there
occasions when the two may conflict. As such, [hey should be treated as separate considerations
in the development of assurances,

In addition, we would like to recommend the to!lowing additional guidelines for assurances: (I)
Coordinate with local agencies and private organizations whose programs are consistent with
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CalFed to ensure compatibility with local plans and to reduce the cost of implementation; (2) Funding
mechanisms and budgetary costs must be pubticly accounted for, with full disclosure to all
.~k~.h~ld~.m: ~nd (~) A.~ur~ne~..~ mu.~t include contingency costs to address circumstances where
programs cannot be implemented or operated as envisioned, The last recommendation is
p~rticutady relevant CalF=~d st~te~ that additional ¢apitaJ funding may be required for the Ecosystem
Restoration Program Plan, beyond the amounts anticipated, once projected funding has been
exhausted (Implementation Strategy, p. 24). However, funding may not even ac..hiev¢ expeoted
levels. Te address potential shorlfaUs in future funding, assurances should include an endowment
to continue maintenance and eperation costs of water quality monitoring, levee maintenance, and
other programs after the 30-year Plan has been completed.

In its review of the EIS/E1R, the County has identified more than fifteen plans, studies, analyses,
strategies, evaluations, models, and programs that are referred to in the Bay-Delta Plan, but have
not yet been completed. It is extremely difficult to provide meaningful and relevant responses
regarding a program that is still in the process of being drafted. The evolving and ambiguous status
of the CalFed proposal makes it even more difficult to suggest recommendations for an essurances
package. It is ¢dlicat that these implementation plans and technical documents be completed before
the release of the revised EIS/EIR, so that the public can fuI~ participate in the environmental review
process.

ALTERNATIVES

"Soluffons wi!t reduce major conf/ict~ among benetTcia/ u~e~ of water (~xe~utfve Surnrnaty, p. 5)."

In considering the various alternatives presented in the EIS/EIR, the County weighed the following
raG{ors:

Alternative 2 would provide the greatest water quality benefits for the Delta region,
significantly reducing salinity by 40 percent and bromide by 60 percent. Although Alternative
3 would create substantial water quality benef=ts for exports tO Southern (Jal=torn=a, =t does
not reduce contaminants in the Delta as well as Alternative 2 (Phase 11 Interim Report, pp.
117-118).

Alternative 2 would have a positive benefit to Delta fisheries, especially if the dive,ion from
Hood is not included. Alternative 3 would have an unknown effect on areas (including
County) located within the north Delta (Phase I! Interim Report, p. ! 19).

¯ Alternatives 1A anc~ 1B, 2A and 2D, and 3A do not include proposals for new surface water
andlor groundwater storage f~r..ilifi~.~ in the. ~r~m~=.nto Valley Alternative 1C includes a
reduced off-aqueduct storage component compared with the other alternatives (EIS/EtR, p.
$.1.20).

None of the elternatives P.,ompletely sstisfies the concerns we have raised. However, of the those
listed, Alternative 2E is the least objectionable. This alternative would provide a total of 5.5 million
at, re-feet of new surface storage (including 3 million acre-feet of storage in the 8aetamento Va!ley)
and 0.75 million acre-feet of groundw~er storage. No iSOlated conveyance facility or intake channel
wuuld bu uu[i~|~uutud, water would conLinue to flow from the 8aoramento Riwr to the purnp~, at
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Tracy through the Delta. Increased oonveyance capacity would be accomplished by converting
islands in the east and south Delta to habitat. This alternative will maximize water quality levels in
the Delta, prevent risks to fisheries associated with the Hood diversion, wi{l not increase reverse
flOwS associated with south Delta pumping, and will provide the greatest opportunity for new surface
and groundwater storage facilities in the 9acramento Valley.

In add~on, the EI~EIR =tales that an e,~ension of the Tehama-Colu~a Canal could provide multiple
benefits to the Bay-Delta Program by providing conveyance to potential off-stream reservoir sites
and serv;ng wator to areas currently supplied by th¢ North Bay Aqueduct, This would allow
elimination of the North Bay Aqueduct diversions in an area of sensitive habitat and provide the
service area with supedor water quality compared with current supplies (Phase II Interim Report).
Yolo County also urges CalFed to include the Tehama-Colusa Canal extension in the solution during
!.hui~ futuru uvuluutiun ~ ~roj~ct alt=rnatiws.

GONGLU~iON

The Bay-Delta Plan is an extraordinarily complex project that challenges us to look beyond our
County’s borders and evaluate our role within both the Delta and Sacramento Valley watersheds.
Given the breadth of the prop~sal’s scope, preparation of the Et$/EIR in such a short time should
hm re~lmrd~d n~ ~ monumental ~¢hievement and staff are to be commended for tadding theseyour
extremely controversial issues, However, we are concerned that CalFed focuses too often on the
forest and fail= to ~ee the tree~. The su¢ce~ of the Bay-Del~a Plan will rely heavily on the
cooperation of hundreds of agencies, business groups, nonprofit organizations, and pdvate
landowners who are familiar with th~ unique ch~ractori,~tios of’ cach individual watershed. We do
not believe that CalFed can restore the health of the Bay-Delta system, by worsening conditions
within its ¢onlponent parts, it will undoubtedly be difficult and time-consuming to bala=’~ce all o1" ~.t~e
competing concerns held by various toca! agencies and stakeholder groups, but despite billions of
dullur~ in fur~db,g and volum=s of n~w regutatbns, the Bay-Delta Plan will never succeed wlth~ut the
cooperation of everyone affected.

We welcome the opportunity to meet with CalFed staff to develop reasonable and effective
strategies for achieving our mutual goal of protecting and enhancing Bay-Delta resources. If there
are any questions about the issues discussed in this letter, please call David Mordson, Resource
Manager, at (530) 666-8041. Thank you for the opportunity to provide these comments.

Sincerely, ~

~ L~fnel Pollock, Chairman
~olo County Board of Supervisor~

~: Secretary Bruce Bab~ State Senator Maurice Jol~ne~n
A~bl~oman Helen Thong, on Congre~ttlall VI¢ Fazio
¢o~r~rran John Declittle Assemt~Tnm Torn Woods

G~wert~r Pete W~n
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